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The end of the Cold War has brought on a transformanon m reiatrons among 

states, the emergence of transnatronai entmes exercrsmg mternatlonal Influence, and the 

collapse and fragmentation of nation-states Consrdenng the uncertamtres m this penod 

of transmon m global relatrons, a broadly defined military strategy for protectmg U S 

interests 1s understandable. However, the costs of a strategy that calls for employmg U S 

mlirtary forces m a varrety of mwlons, mciudmg non-combat mrsslons, needs to be 

clearly recogmzed The simple fact that U S mmtary forces are capable of petiormmg 

non-combat mrssrons does not mean the mrhtary should be assigned those mrss~ons. Our 

national securrty strategy and mthtary strategy must carefully consider the impact of 

using, deveiopmg or expanding mlhtary capabrhtres for mrssrons remote from fightmg 

and wmnmg the nations wars Otherwrse, we run the nsk of eroding our capabmty to 

defeat emergmg m&try powers over the next decades 

The Instmrte for National Strategrc Stud& (INSS) Strategzc Assessment 1995 

notes that: 

“The transrtron [m global order] now under way 1s likely to take longer 
than most because there was no definitive, cataclysmrc end to the old 
order The emergmg order may not fully reveal Itself untrl after the end 
of the next decade The fluid character of that order 1s a major reason why 
recent admmtstratrons m Washington have had such drfficultres 
articulating a U S policy vision”1 

As a consequence, this assessment predicts the military wrll be called upon to 

accompirsh four fundamentally different mrssrons 

o Hedgmg against the emergence m the next one to two decades of a 
mlbtary peer competrtor from among the major powers 

0 Preparmg for regronai confircts wrth rogue states 
o Developmg a cost effective response for quasi-polrce mrsstons m order 

to meet transitional threats. 

1 Edrtor Patrrck Clawson. sent 0 1 995. U.S. Secuntx I Challen,es 0 
m (Washmgton, DC Natronai Defense Unrversrty, 1995) p 1 
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o Engagmg selectively m troubled states 2 

The U S. Natronal &I&tar-y Strategy, “A Strategy of Ffexrble and Selectrve 

Engagement,” IS consistent wrth the INSS assessment. It antrclpates mrll~ mrssrons 

rangmg from fightmg and wmmng the natron’s wars to humamtarran operations. It 

envrsrons mrirtary forces empioymg leadmg edge technology to protect the U S against 

potent& adversanes, mcludmg those that may use weapons of mass destructron The 

survlvai of our natron and wmmng rts wars “remams [the mrlrtary’s] foremost 

responsrbtlrty and the pnme consrderatron governing all our rmlrtary actrvrtres the 

ultimate guarantor of our vital interests . . the fundamental reason that our Nation has 

raised and sustamed rts mrhtary forces.“3 The other two key components of the Natronai 

Military Strategy, which follows our National Securrty Strategy, involve usmg mrlrtary 

capabllmes to deter aggression and prevent conflict, and for peacetime engagement 

Under peacetime engagement especraily, U S mrhtary forces ~111 be expected to meet 

requirements for non-combat operatrons such as peacekeepmg, law enforcement, and 

humamtarxan relief 4 

The National Mrhtaxy Strategy grves prmcrpies the U S. w111 follow under its 

strategy for employmg m&ary forces to fight and wm our natron’s wam5 But, it 1s silent 

on prmcrples that wrll be followed for empioymg U S. forces m crrcumstances supporting 

the other two legs of the strategy - peacetrme engagement and deter aggression and 

conflrct prevennon Apparently the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) are hesitant or lack 

confidence m then abrbty to present pnnclples for employmg mrhtary forces m 

crrcumstances other than combat 

2 Strateg-nz Assessment 1995 p 13 
3 U S Yatronai Mrhtary Strategy Jornt Chiefs of Staff 1995 p 11 
4 U S Natronai Mrhtary Strategy Jomt Chiefs of Staff 1995 (Draft) Details of three 
components fo strate_q peacetime engagement: deterrence and conflrct preventron. and 
fightmg and wmnmg our natron’s wars 
2 Natronal M.rlrtary Strategy p 11 



In the 1995 versron of A Natronal Securzty Strategy of Engagement and 

Enimgement (Nattonai Secunty Strategy), the president grves several crmcal questions 

which ~11 be considered m deciding when and how to employ mlhtary forces 6 “The 

decrslon on whether and wizen to use force IS therefore drctated first and foremost by our 

natronal mterest”7 The National Secunty Strategy rdenttfies three categones of natronai 

interest vrtai, Important, and a thrrd trer of pnmanly humamtanan mterests8 figher 

levels of interest are more likely to result m the use of mrlitary force. However, the use 

of our military forces ~111 be selectsve and limrted to those instances where “they are 

lrkely to be able to accomplrsh therr objectives, the costs and nsks of the; employment 

are commensurate wrth the interests at stake, and other means have been tned and have 

failed to achieve our obJecnves ‘lg The President acknowledges that, “Generally, the 

m&ary 1s not the best tool to address humamtanan concerns “I* Therefore, our National 

Secunty Strategy foresees bmrtmg the use of the mrhtary for meeting our third her 

natronal interests to special cncumstances where mrhtary capabrhtles gve the U.S a 

unique advantage, such as. “when a humamtanan catastrophe dwarf,, the abrlrty of 

c~rlran relief agencies to respond, when the need for relief 1s urgent and only the mrlrtary 

has the abrlrty toJumpstart the longer term response to the disaster, when the response 

requrres resources umque to the military; and when the nsk to Amencan troops 1s 

minimal.” l* 

The drscussron surrounding these mtentrons seems to reflect a more vrsrbie 

mrhtary mff uence rn the polrcy Qscussron over the rune months since the 1994 Natronaj 

6 b NatI- $ecw OfFB 0 u The Whxte House, 
February 1995 p 13 
7 National Secunty Strategy 1995 p 12 
* National Secunty Strategy 1995. p 12 
9 Nattonal Secunty Strategy 1995. p 12 
** Yatronal Secunty Strateg 1995 p 12. 
l 1 Yanonai Secunty Strategy 1995 p 12 
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Secunty Strategy was publuhed For Instance, three new quesnons in the 1995 versron 

are tradmonally considered near and dear to the mrhtary- “Is there a cieariy defined, 

achievable mrsslo# What are the potential costs - both human and financ~ai - of the 

engagement? What 1s the environment of nsk we are entering?“” I2 Does all of thxs signal 

a new vrslon, a srgmficant change III the crzterza for when and how we ~11 use mrhtary 

forces m pursuit of our national mterests~ 

Not really The Presrdent’s 1995 Natronal Secunty Strategy, mostly mcorporates 

the policy issues recently discussed m conJuntion wrth questions regardmg our natronai 

mterests and the use of mrhtary force m atuatrons such as Harti, UN peace operatrons 

(Chapter 6 and 71, Bosma, and Iraq The broader drscussion m the Nationai Secunty 

Strategy more clearly matches the practice of when and how we have recently used our 

military forces 

The Natronai Secunty Strategy also addresses our mtentron to routmeiy seek help 

from our firends and relevant mtematronai mstnutrons when faced wrth shared concerns - 

“especralIy on those matters touching directly the interests of our allies, there should be a 

proportxonate commmnent “l 3 In an acknowledgment of mcreasmgiy scarce resources, 

the strategy notes that “sharmg responsrbrhtres lessens everyone’s 10ad.“*~ But, the trend 

1s toward usmg U S mrhtary forces more frequently and as a tool to advance “rmportant” 

and “humamtanan” interests which are largely non-combat actrvltles. I5 

To be sure mrhtary forces have long been used for purposes rdentrfied as 

components of peacetrme engagement and detemng aggressron and preventmg conflrct, 

m addrtron to fighting our nations wars As Samuel Huntmgton notes, “Forces created for 

l2 Natrona 1 S ecunty Strategy 1995 p 13 
I3 Natronai Secunty Strategy 1995 p 13 
I4 National Secunty Strategy 1995 p 13 
-5 See descnptrons m MSS 1995 p 1-16 and Thomas C Lmn, ‘The Cutting Edge of 
Umfied Actions,” Joint Forces Oua- Wmter 1993-9-F X-39 for descnptron of 
mlssron growth trends, types of mrsslons and force composrtron 



[combat] can be - and have been throughout hrstory - employed m noncombat, 

nonmrlltary uses . It IS hard to thmk of a nonnnhtary role w&out precedent for such roles 

are as Amerrcan as apple pie.” l 6 Cieariy there are cmxmstances when umque military 

capabrhty and avarlabrlny has made a Qfference in terms of saving thousands of lives, 

relrevmg suffermg and provrdmg comfort to people at home (Hurrxcane Andrew, 

earthquake relief, combatmg fires, assrstmg flood vrctnns) and abroad (Benut I, Somalia 

I, Rwanda) 

But the nnlitary capabiiitres that enabled the successes - forces, trammg, 

equrppmg, mamtammg, supportmg, command and control - were developed for combat. 

“A mrhtary force IS fumiamentaily antrhumamtarran. ns purpose IS to lull people m the 

most effrcrent way possrble “I7 Not quite the image one gets of mrlitary forces engaged 

m peace operatrons, law enforcement, disaster relief, etc But, rt 1s the non-combat role 

that many natronai and mlhtary strategrsts believe ~11 be emphasized by the U S 

military in the future 

A speaker at the Natronai War College predicted “The national interests both at 

home and abroad w111 mcreasmg be m. surpressmg violence and confhcts instead of 

detemng or wagmg wars; and projectmg mfrastmctures mto dangerous places for 

Qsaster recovery, humamtanan assistance or clvri security lVi* As a resuit the speaker 

predicts the “mrhtary operatronai spectrum wrii be shrftmg toward. controlling more than 

massing forces, constructive as much as destructive operatrons; and workmg m clvtl as 

well as military venues “I9 If thrs view of the world IS true, shouldn’t the mrhtary be 

pursumg different resources and a different force structure3 

I6 Samuel P Huntington, “New Contmgencres, Old Roles,” Joint- 
Autumn 1993 3940 
l7 Huntmgton, p 43 
I8 Speaker, National War College I995 
I9 Speaker, National War College 1995 



No, but that doesn’t mean we won’t continue to see changes. Refocusing m&ary 

capabrlrtres to address recurrmg operations of the type envrsroned by the speaker cited 

above would require mo&ficanons to mrhtary mfktructure, capital eqtupment, trammg 

and planmng- That’s not the busmess the mMuy should pursue. The busmess of the 

mrlrtary IS combat. The potentrai for combat mrssrons to protect U S. interests remams 

very real and the focus required to dommate m combat has not changed2* 

Today’s U.S. mllrtary capabrlmes are burit to prevail when faced wrth a threat of 

two major regonal contmgencxes, nearly srmultaneously Many have questroned the 

ablhty of the military to meet this commrtment. I won’t address the merits of the 

arguments on both sides of that issue But, there can be little doubt that the increasing 

mlhtary operatrons tempo for non-combat mrsstons smce the end of the Cold War comes 

at the expense of combat mrssron focus A future Qversron or reonentatron of resources 

from combat to non-combat mrsslons ~11 only further degrade combat readmess and 

combat modemrzatron. 

However, few doubt that the mrhtary w111 contmue to be mvolved m non-combat 

mrssrons. In sltuatlons when the rmplred condiuons m the National Secunty Strategy 

have been met, rt may make sense to use the mrhtary’s special capabrlmes for non- 

combat mlsstons First, we need to carefully consider ti the costs Although we have 

tradmonally used mrlitary forces for non-combat missrons, “non-mrlrtary roles have never 

been used to Justrfy mamtammg the Armed Forces “X Training, orgamzmg, equrppmg, 

and sustammg our mrbtary should therefore continue to be based on combat requrrements 

to support our nation’s interests 

2o One need only consider the Middle East, the prolrferatton of weapons of mass 
destructlon, North & South Korea, India-Pa&tan, Aigena, Greece-Macedonra, Iran, or 
Iraq to entrslon threats that might lead to U S combat engagements 
21 Huntington p 40 Humtmgton notes that although it IS perhaps nght and proper to use 
mrhtary capablhtles m non-combat roles, as we have throughout history, we have never 
used these mctdenral/coiiateral mrssrons as Justlficat~on for force levels or resources. 
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Our mrirtary force was sized, composed and orgamzed wrth combat mrssrons as 

Its purpose. We are now faced wrth declmmg budget resources and a broader array of 

interests policymakers would like to act upon The War on Drugs, peacekeeping, disaster 

relief, humamtarran assistance are important concerns Are these and srmriar concerns 

best addressed by assrgmng those mrssrons to the mrlitary? 

The argument m favor using mrhtary forces for noncombat mrssrons would pomt 

to unique capabrlitres and mmrmal mcremental costs. The mlssron assigned 1s said to 

closely match what the rmlrtary force might be called to do m combat. The case for drug 

enforcement IS a good example A naval vessel parhcipatmg as part of a counter- 

narcotrcs task force would irkeiy need that patrol time to operate its equrpment, and train 

and quairfy tts people anyway ‘This argument 1s not without ment, but there’s more to It 

than that 

An Aegrs class destroyer 1s a very expensive drug enforcement platiorm. And 

what of the command trme devoted to becoming famr1la.r wrth laws, operatmg 

procedures, area famrharrzatron, etc. 3 If we didn’t have an Aegrs ciass destroyer, would 

we b&d one for the natron’s countemarcotrcs mrssron’ I thmk not Consider the 

crrcumstances from an advocate of combat focus If you were facing a combat smratron 

would you prefer to be assrgned to, or protected by, a unit that has spent 30% - 50% of rts 

time engaged m non-combat mrssrons or a unit 90-100% dedicated to war fightmg? 

Unfortunately, the pressure for greater use of mrlltary forces m non-combat 

operatrons seems hkely to grow m the future In a 1993 speech m the Senate, Senator 

Sam Ntmn, Chairman of the Armed Services Commrttee stated. 

“Whrle the Soviet threat 1s gone, at home we are still battimg drugs, 
poverty, urban decay . . The mrlitary certamiy cannot solve these 
problems But I am convmced that there IS a proper and important role 
the Armed Forces can play m addressing these pressing issues. I believe 
we can remvrgorate the mrlrtary’s spectrum of capabrlmes to address such 
needs as detenoratmg mfrastructure, the lack of role models for tens of 
thousands rf not millions of young people, limited trammg and educatron 
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opportunities for the disadvantaged and sertous health and numtion 
problems facing many of our crtrzens, partrcuiariy our chMren “22 

Senator Nunn’s thoughts on reznvrgoratmng the mrhtary capability are at least m 

part a response to fiustratrons wtth domestic problems and a lack of resources avariable 

to make a difference One might easily speculate on mdrvrdual U S. states’ desires to 

seek military assistance for a varrety of problems such as ~turai disaster response, civri 

unrest or rllegai unmrgratron. But under a budget that most people assume ~11 remam 

relatively constant in over the next five years, funds that are spent to reinvrgorate or 

expand mrlrtary capabilrtres for non-combat functrons are funds not focused on 

mamtaming mrlmuy readmess and force modemizatron for combat funcbonsz 

It 1s not clear that the Amencan public desrres a mrlitary w-rth a lower level of 

readiness and less investment rn future mrhtaxy capabihhes 24 The publrc hasn’t 

speclficaily addressed quesnons such as, “Do I want more counternarconcs enforcement, 

more peace operatrons, or more humamtarran assrstance at a cost of less military combat 

capabrlrty~” Yet m a sense thrs questron IS bemg answered today in the budget process 

“A final deal on the supplemental defense appropnation measure 
remained stalled over Senate msrstence that most of the 52.94 b&on m rts 
new proposai be offset by cuts m lower-pnonty programs wnhm the 
Pentagon’s own budget [the bill would] repiemsh Pentagon accounts 
drawn down by humamtanan and peacekeepmg operatrons rn Ham, the 
Canbbean, Bosma, South Korea, SomaiiaZ5 

22 Huntmgton, p 39 
I3 Admittedly many Items In the Defense Appropnanon iabelied pork or otherwrse also 
don’t conmbute to combat mrssron performance. However, expenence suggests thus 
feature of the appropnatlon 1s likely to remam constant. 
24 Reaction to reports of reduced combat readmess of Army drvtsrons m 1994 we met 
wrth calls for addmon spendmg to prevent a reoccurence At the same time calls were 
made for additional spending for mrssie defense systems 
z5 Dan -Morgan, “Senate, House Narrow Defense Budget Gap Negotrators Remain 
Divided Over Where to Fmd Funds to Repienrsh Pentagon Accounts,” The WM 
Epzr Apni 5, 1995 A-! 



The House version of the bill (S3 2 billion) retained $600 million and had some 

members arguing it was u&&n to support these operattons solely out of defense accounts 

But the Senate prevarled. “Virtually all of the spendmg 1s offset by the cuts m lower- 

pnorrty defense and energy accounts.“26 In other words, the Pentagon absorbed the costs 

of teh noncombat mrssrons In &scussmg the supplemental’s passage, Rep C. W Bill 

Young (R-FL) stated, “If [the Clmton Admrmstratron] plans any more conhngencies for 

humamtanan or peacekeeping nussions they must check wrth Congress first Don’t Just 

bring us in at the end when it’s tnne to pay the bill ‘*27 

However, it appears that when the military is used m non-combat mrssrons, the 

cost of those mrsstons wrI1 be patd by the Pentagon. And, headlines such as “US Drafts 

Plan for InfIw of IllegaI Immigrants Pentagon, Justice Department Dxscuss Holding 

Camps for Larger Flow From Me?uco”zs indicate non-combat mrssions wtll conhnue to 

grow and incremental costs w-111 be pard by the Pentagon. The mthtary also bares 

oppommrty costs associated wrth the deviatron from combat mtsston focus Constdermg 

all the costs, should the mthtary forces be tasked wrth the broader non-combat functrons 

supporting nahonal interests, or IS there a more effective and efficient way for the nation 

to pursue these goals? 

How you prepare for war IS not how you prepare for hurnamtanan assistance, law 

enforcement, and peacekeepmg 2g A mrlitaq commander prepares people to maximize 

x “Congress Sends Clinton Pentagon Funds Measure” The Wa&,ngton Post, Associated 
Press story Apnl7, 1995 p AS 
27 “Congress Sends Clmton Pentagon Funds Measure” 
25 Bradley Graham and Pierre Thomas, “US D&s Plan for Influx of Illegal Immtgrants. 
Pentagon, Justice Department Discuss Holding Camps for Larger Flow From Mexrco,” 
The W-a Apnl 8,1995- A6 
2g Lecturer Natronal War College Class of 1995 made thxs point clearly when noting that 
units prepared to a fine edge to go mto combat m Ham were scratched and replaced by 
other forces when the expected envtromnent changed The speaker noted the drfftcul~ m 
“throwmg the switch m the back of the 18 year old soldiers head” combat to law 
enforcement especallly m polmcaily senstnve operations wnh little margm for error 
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the potential for umt and mdivrdual success m combat Should we have special forces or 

umts to undertake various non-combat mrssrons3 Shouid we make all uxnts equally 

capable of petf?ormmg the broad range of these mtssrons by mcreasmg trammg and 

mvestmg in infrastructure to support these mission9 Are there other organizatrons 

where the mrsston fit 1s better and an exlstmg capabrlrty could be bmlt upon’ For 

Instance US. Customs, the Drug Enforcement Agency and Coast Guard for 

counternarcoacs, various non-government orgamzattons for natton building; pnvattze 

peacekeeping under the UN; and expand the Border Patrol and Imrmgration and 

Naturalxzation Service to address illegal nnnngrahon. All have posihve and negattve 

sides. 

Unless one assumes an increase in national resources devoted to the non-combat 

operattons currentiy assigned to the mrhtary, these mtsstons wtli conhnue to be 

performed using exishng resources Sphthng resmhng mrlitary forces to speciahze in 

combat or non-combat missions reduces combat force strength and would likely requrre 

capital and mfrastructure differences assoctated wrth speciahzahon. Expanding traming 

and preparations for non-combat mrssrons wtthm the exrstmg force structure takes away 

from combat focus wtthin the servrces and would likely reqmre modrficatrons to trammg 

and infrastructure to enable umts to succeed m mrssrons. For the mrhtary the effect or 

etther of these two ophons IS fewer forces focused on the combat mrssron. But, the 

military would preserve the size of the force m untfonn. 

An option that relieves the mtlrtary of many non-combat mrsston by transferrmg 

resources from the pentagon would more clearly shape the debate over cntrcal issues a 

smaller force size, a smaller budget, Qfferently capabrlitres; and a new mrhtary strategy 

for mthtary threats Needless to the say the battles wrthm the government and military 

would be fierce 

In uncertam times, strategrsts commuted to mamtammg mrhtary force structure 

may be hesitant push the Issue of growth m non-combat missron assignment to the 

10 



, 

mrlrtary for fear of losmg resources to compeung mterests such as countemarcohcs, 

peacekeeping, and humamtanan assistance. Some may see the trend toward engagmg m 

non-combat mtsstons as an opportumty to preserve the force by developmg a more 

diverse misston portfolio. Thrs gets to the core values of the mshhitlon. 

Does your vtsron of the U S mrlttary include an OrganIZahOn wth strong law 

enforcement capabrlities, strong peace operahons capabilihes, strong natton bmidmg, 

disaster relief and humamtanan assrstance capabdities, und a major combat power? Or, 

does your vrslon hold a specialty mche as the world’s foremost mtlitary combat power, 

wth all of your energy focused toward that end? If the trend toward mcreasing non- 

combat mission assignments for military forces continues, we will likely inveshgate these 

issues, but the uncertamty of the global environment and status quo make tt unlikely any 

changes w111 take place wtthout a catalyzmg event Such and event might mclude a 

failure for the mtlmuy to meet public expectahons m a combat mrsston, or fiulure to 

meet public expectahons m a non-combat nnssion. We shouid not lose sight of the fact 

that today the mtlnary has supporters whose expectatrons are focused solely on combat 

mtssron performance The m&ary also has supporters that may well argue for a lower 

level of resources were rt not for the application of mrlrtaxy capabtlitres to non-combat 

mrssrons of interest to the natton. 

Military leaders should contmue to highlight the costs associated vvlth usmg 

mrhtary forces as a tool of statecraft when the mrssron devtates from the mrlitary’s 

combat role The Nahonal Secunty Strategy mdtcates the decrsron mahng process 

regardmg the use of mrhtary forces wtll afford this opportumty The goal of hrghhghtmg 

thrs Issue trme and again IS to reach consensus between the mtfitary commander and 

statesman, one of Clausewrtz’s pnnctple ideas The more remote the mrsstons are from 

combat the less “mrhtary” they are and the more dtffrcuh they are for combat 

commanders. 
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Mrlrtary capabilities are finite. A failure to bmld and preserve our military 

capabrlny to fight and wm the natron’s wars tames the ulhmate cost. As a natton we 

need to be clear about the expectahons we have for our mrhtaty The m&aty must be 

clear m assessing how those capabrlmes match the natron’s expectatrons and how 

polrttcal decisions affect those capabthhes ff the nahon consciously elects to commit 

more resources to other state mterests at the expense of the current military strategy for 

fighhng and wmnmg the natron’s wars, the mrhtary must change its strategy But the 

premiere goal of the mrhtary professron does not change - fight and wm the nahon’s wars. 

12 


